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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF IDAHO 
 
 
STATE OF IDAHO,    ) 
      ) 
 Plaintiff-Respondent,  ) NO. 42955 
      ) 
v.      ) KOOTENAI CNTY NO. CR 2013-22588 
      ) 
CHRISTOPHER RYAN WILLIAMS, )  
      ) APPELLANT’S BRIEF 
 Defendant-Appellant.  ) 
________________________________) 
 
STATEMENT OF THE CASE 
 
Nature of the Case 
 
 Twenty-two year old Christopher Williams entered a plea of guilty to lewd 
conduct with a minor under sixteen and the district court imposed a unified sentence of 
ten years, with three years fixed, and retained jurisdiction over Mr. Williams.  At the 
conclusion of the rider, the district court relinquished jurisdiction over Mr. Williams.  On 
appeal, Mr. Williams asserts that the district court abused its discretion by relinquishing 
jurisdiction over Mr. Williams and failing to sua sponte reduce his sentence. 
 
ISSUE 




The District Court Abused Its Discretion When It Relinquished Its Jurisdiction 
 In December of 2013, Christopher Williams was charged by Information with four 
counts of lewd conduct with a minor and one count of rape. (R., pp.47-49.)  At the time 
of the charged offense, Mr. Williams was twenty-one years of age and the alleged victim 
was fifteen years old.  (R., pp.27-29; Presentence Investigation Report (“PSI”), p.1.)  
Mr. Williams entered into a plea agreement with the State wherein he would plead guilty 
to one count of lewd conduct with a minor under sixteen and the State would agree to 
dismiss the remaining charges and not exceed recommending that the district court 
retain jurisdiction over Mr. Williams.  (R., pp.50-51.)  At sentencing, the State 
recommended a unified sentence of twelve years, with four years fixed, the defense 
asked for a unified sentence of ten years, with three years fixed.  (Tr., p.23, Ls.10-13, 
p.27, Ls.20-25.)  Both parties requested that the district court retain jurisdiction over 
Mr. Williams.  (Tr., p.23, Ls.10-13, p.27, Ls.20-25.)   
The district court followed the defense’s recommendation and imposed a ten 
year sentence, with three years fixed, and retained jurisdiction over Mr. Williams.  
(R., pp.73-77.)  At the conclusion of the rider, the district court relinquished jurisdiction 
over Mr. Williams.  (R., pp.83-89.)  Mr. Williams filed a Notice of Appeal timely from the 
district court’s order relinquishing jurisdiction over Mr. Williams.   
Mr. Williams asserts that the district court abused its discretion when it 
relinquished its jurisdiction.  An appellate court reviews a trial court’s decision to 
relinquish jurisdiction for abuse of discretion.  State v. Merwin, 131 Idaho 642, 648 
(1998).  Specifically, Mr. Williams asserts that the district court erred in failing continue 
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him on the rider for an additional 90 days to allow Mr. Williams to complete the program 
he was engaged in prior to deciding whether to place him on probation.  (Tr., p.51, L.22 
– p.52, L.4.) 
Mr. Williams acknowledges that he did commit two DORs1 and two infractions 
while on his rider.  (PSI, pp.77-78.)  However, at his rider review hearing, Mr. Williams 
indicated that his sole focus on the sex offender treatment at the beginning of the rider 
resulted in having some behavior problems while in the program.  (Tr., p.35, L.10 – 
p.36, L.7.)  Mr. Williams explained that he contacted the victim in the case, in violation 
of a no contact order, to see how she was doing and apologize for his conduct.  
(Tr., p.37, L.9 – p.38, L.9.)  Mr. Williams also received a DOR for playing volleyball with 
an injured shoulder in violation of an order from his physician, but informed the district 
court that it was his understanding that he could play volleyball, just not lift anything 
over 10 pounds.  (Tr., p.43, L.9 – p.44, L.5.)  Mr. Williams testified that he also got into 
trouble for making a remark to another inmate about “making a quick drug run for some 
quick cash when I got out,” but assured the district court he was only joking and was 
trying to be a “big shot.”  (Tr., p.44, Ls.6-19.)  Mr. Williams received an infraction for 
quitting his job in the kitchen to so he could get some of his assignments done, but got 
the job back the next day after apologizing.  (Tr., p.42, L.13 – p.43, L.5.)  Finally, 
Mr. Williams admitted threatening a staff member out of anger, but testified that he 
would have never followed through with it.  (Tr., p.44, L.10 – p.45, L.9.). 
Despite his transgressions, Mr. Williams was able to accomplish a significant 
amount during the rider.  During his group work in the sex offender treatment, 
                                            
1 Disobedience to Orders. 
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Mr. Williams was able understand how his actions placed him in high risk situations with 
led him to reoffending.  (Tr., p.36, L.19 – p.37, L.8.)  Mr. Williams substantially 
completed the sex offender treatment in the rider and was able to obtain his anger 
management certificate.  (Tr., p.41, Ls.11-22, p.42, Ls.3-12; PSI, p.77.)  In addition, due 
to his education level, Mr. Williams was able to take extra classes, such as an advanced 
computer programs class and working as a teacher’s assistant for that class.  (Tr., p.38, 
L.19 – p.39, L.14.) 
Accordingly, in light of the foregoing, Mr. Williams asserts that the district court 
erred in failing to allow him to continue on with his rider for an additional 90 days, as 
requested by trial counsel. 
 
CONCLUSION 
 Mr. Williams respectfully requests that this Court vacate the district court’s order 
relinquishing jurisdiction over him and remand for further proceedings. 
 DATED this 23rd day of September, 2015. 
 
      ___________/s/______________ 
      ERIC D. FREDERICKSEN 
      Deputy State Appellate Public Defender 
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